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Open Issues and Pro osed Resolutions for 
Qmations Plan (I30 ) b RE: 
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Steve and Tun: 
per my conversations with you, following are &riptiom of the opn, non-tdmical 
issues s m u t d i n g  the B779 N P .  Following also are proposed resolutions to these 
issues. 

i 
ISSUE #I: Inclusion of a project schudulc in the 8779 aOP -- WCA fl 107) 
provide that a dxaft WIlW subrnittcd for approval include an implement~on schedule 
and a completion date. W e  believe that this rcquiremeat can be reasonably applied to the 
B779 DOP, and would include the draft schedule with the following umbmtmdings~ 
'Ilxese understandings are neceswy to ensure that the draft schedule and end date not 
misintapfeted as Sttktly enforceable upon find approval of the DOP. As you are aware, 
thc RFCA parti- hwded that execution and completion of work would be edornd Via 

EL tbe DOP would include a disclaimer to the effect that tly: DOP schedul~ is the 

b. the DOP would note that the schedule does not constitute a basis for dection of 

c. the DOP would clearly state the underlying assumptions inherent in the 

d. the DOP would state that modifications to the DOP schedule that do not affect 

regulatory milestones. 

currently pXaarzed implementation schedule, but does not constitute an enforceable 
commitment that this schedule can or will be met; 

RFCA milestones, but that these will be established in accordance with WCA Part 11 
(Budget and Work Planning), and will be selected from the htegratd Site Baseline; 

schedule, hportantly, that h e  schedule is dependent upon securing savings from other 
activities at Rocky fits to fully fund B779 D&D activities; and, 

RPCA milestone data do not constitute modifications to the DOP @et RFCA), and do not 
require LRA approval. 

W c  anticipate providing a Agummary level schedule within the DOP. We ~ l l  share more 
detailed project schedules with you as they become available, for information and subjec? to 
the conditions noted above. 

ISSUE #2: Inclusion of the projaci's organization structure in the I3779 
DOP - Our cozlc~xxls dative to the inclusion of tbe project's organizahn structure in t h ~  
DOP are that the organization would be viewed as an mfmeable R E A  requirement and 
that changes in the reject organization or personnel. would constitute a changc to the DO€' 
that would require approval. Unlike the draft implementation schedule, we unable 



to fixrd in WCA a quhment that the project organization be included in a decision 
nonethekss willing to include thc project’s 
with the following conditions: 

a. the DOP wiU note that the project organimtinn is not an enforceable part of the 

b. changes to the organimtion structure may be made by DOE and its contractors 
document, and that DOE and its contractors may deviate h m  it at their discretion; and, 

without prior nodtication or approval of the L W .  
I 

tion to noti0 you of changes to the project orgaaization stmcim and 
made, for information and for the purpose of ensuring that your 
tSrnCHrrCnt. 

ISSUE #3: 
have noted that certah Sections of the B779 DOP do not, in your opinion, contab sufficient 
detail to warrant approvd For those sections where the detail is currently available and can 
be nddd, our kcMcid staff will work with yours to resolve such llssues befoxe final 
dcc;umenr approval. In certain instances, such as pftpacing the building for demolition, 
and monitoring and other s n ~ n m c n t a l  controls to be employed during demolition, 
technical &tail is unavailable, since the pre-demolition condition of the building is not yet 
known. We propose in such cases to update the relevant portions of the DOP as 
infomtion become available, and to submit these for LRA review and approval as either 
major or minor modifications to the DOP (WCA 1’s 2S.a. or 25,as.), using the process 
outlitied forIM/JWL’s in RFCA ‘]I 127. We recognize that much of thk information will be 
of inteest to the public, and we will work with our stakeboldas to detedw the 
appropriate level of public involvement far these modifhtions (RFCA is silent O~J. this 
isssue), h aU l & & h d ,  we will attempt to wmmct a public hvolvemcnt process that will 
run parallel to the LRA approval process in ordw to limit the impacts to pro’ect schedule. 

suggest that it bc fomalizd in the RF’CA Implementation Guidance Document when 
agreed to. 

ISSUE #4: 
Evaluaiiun (ERE) &am - DOE conducts ERE’S for various environmental prajccts, 
hcluding cnvirommtd ramtion and DW. The purpose of the ERE is to assess the 
c~ntractrn’~ howledge of and conformance with relevant project qdxements, and to 
acthorize the contracu~z” begin work if- requhmmts are adequately addressed. This 
mview, W d d o n  and authctihtioa proem is an iuberently DOE fundon relating to 
contractor oversight. We therefore do not believe it is appropriate to allow CDPHE as a 
voting member on the for Bn9; however, we welcome CDlPHE involvment as ai3 
obsewer to the process. CDPHE has assumed this role on other recent projects (inclwding 
the Mound source removal project). 

Finally, we do not believe that the recent issue raised by staff from the DeftmSe N u c h  
Facilities Safety Board (DNFrsB), relating to the demarcation between deactivation and 
dmmmissioning activities plutonium buildings, should be resolved using the B779 
DOP as an example document That is, wc do not intend to dkr the scope of work in the 
B779 DOP that has been submitted for regulatory d e w  and approval. We continue to 
hdieve that this issue should te resolved by the four parties to the Memorandum of 
Understanding that is Appendix 1 to RFCA, in the context of a clarification of the MOU. If 
clarifying the MOU leads to a substamdly diffmt understanding of what dwtlvation and 
decommisshnhg m than what is curmidy mfhted in thc B779 DOP, then DOE may elect 
in the future to modify the B779 DOP or follow-on WP’s, as appropriate. 

Submittal u d  approval of follow-on project inforntlrtbn -- You 

W e  w u M  like to discuss the mechanics of this approach in mote detail wi dl you, and 

CDPHE wmbtwflhip on DOE Envbonmontid Randhew 



I look forwadat0 discussing these issues with you on Wednesday- If you have any 

cc: R Warther, DNFSB 
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